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For some time now I have been reflecting on the perils of the 'default setting'. For any who may be less than familiar with the pleasures and perils of computers or of word-processing, let me explain. From my Idiot's Guide to the One-Eyed Monster I read this definition: 'Default is a pre-set preference that is Joubert for advice on current research into oral culture in southern Africa, and to Werner Kelber for several helpful comments on an earlier draft of the paper. But particularly also to Terence Mournet who has worked closely with me on the theme of oral tradition in the Gospels for nearly three years. Not only has he provided invaluable advice on bibliography and the Powerpoint oral presentation of the 'live' paper, but several of the insights and observations developed in the paper are the outcome of our joint deliberations over the past two years.
used by a program, the "fallback" position.' In word-processing, for example, there may be a default setting for the style of type and size of font used -let us say, New York type, 12 point size; also for margins of a certain width -let us say, 2 inches. The problems come when you want to change your default settings. You may want a broader margin (2.5 inches), to use Palatino type and font of 10 point size. And so you set up all these different options; you format the document you are writing according to your own design, and override the default settings provided for you by your computer or program. All that is fine, and you produce the document according to your preferred format. The trouble is, that when you open a new document, and want to start afresh, you find that, whether you wanted it to or not, your format has reverted to the original default settings.
The default setting means that when you want to create something different, you need constantly to resist the default setting, you need consciously to change or alter it. But when you turn your attention elsewhere, the default setting, the pre-set preference, reasserts itself. 1 The default setting is a useful image to remind us of our own pre-set preferences, the mindset by which we unconsciously, instinctively process and format information. The most obvious example today is the difficulty many (most) of my generation in Britain have in dealing with centimetres and litres. Inches and feet and pints are so deeply bred into us, we automatically think in these terms. They are our default settings. I think inches; I do not think centimetres. And when confronted with centimetres I must consciously revise my way of looking at the item in question.
Similarly, perhaps, with languages. Many here are fluent in several languages. But the first language, the language of childhood, is likely to be the default language. In moments of stress or great emotion our involuntary reflex is to speak in our mother tongue.
The more serious examples are the default settings which determine our attitudes and behaviour towards others. Through the nineteenth and most of the twentieth centuries, the idea of progress was a default setting. It was the way European academics saw history and the historical role of the West. That is, we understood progress as scientific advance, as the spread of European 'civilization'. The consequences are still a major factor in our relationships with Africa and the Far East.
In Britain the mistakes made in investigating the tragic murder of a black London teenager in 1993 forced us to confront the reality of what the official 140  . .  report, the Macpherson Report, described as 'institutional racism'.
2 'Institutional racism' is Macpherson's term for a prejudicial mindset towards individuals of another race which unconsciously predetermines attitudes and actions in particular instances. 'Institutional racism', in other words, is another example of a default setting -an involuntary reflex attitude, a 'pre-set preference' in attitudes endemic within, in the case in point, the Metropolitan Police Force. The point was not to deny that such attitudes were being combatted, not to deny that when members of the Metropolitan Police concentrated on the problem they succeeded in avoiding racist sentiments. The point rather was that when people did not concentrate on the problem, when they relaxed their vigilance, they fell back to their default setting; their actions expressed their involuntary, pre-set preferences. So too in Christian circles, and in NT scholarship, it is only relatively recently that we have become aware of the default setting of centuries-old patriarchalism. We simply took it for granted, as an unexamined a priori, that 'man' of course denotes humanity, that 'brethren/brothers' of course was an appropriate way to address a Christian congregation. I recall the shock I experienced when working on Rom 16 to find commentators convinced that prostav ti~ in 16.2 could mean only something like 'helper' (RSV), because, of course, a woman (Phoebe) could not have been a 'patron', the normal meaning of the word prostav ti~. Likewise, the accusative ∆Iouniv an must denote a man, Junias rather than Junia, because, of course, a woman could not have been 'outstanding among the apostles' (16.7) . 3 Was such logic not indicative of a patriarchalist mindset or default setting?
If anything, more serious has been what might be called the 'institutional antisemitism', or more accurately anti-Judaism, which for so long disfigured Christian theology, including NT scholarship. What was it that caused our predecessors to persevere with a description of Second Temple Judaism as 'late Judaism', Spätjudentum, well into the second half of the twentieth century? They must have been aware that such a description perpetuated Christian supersessionism, the belief that Judaism's only function was to prepare for Christianity, so that when Christianity came Judaism ceased to have a reason for existence, so that firstcentury Judaism was late Judaism, the last Judaism. Such a supersessionist attitude must have become so inbred over centuries, an involuntary reflex, a subconscious default setting, that our predecessors fell back to it without thinking.
A default setting, then, a computer's pre-set preferences, is a useful image of an established mindset, an unconscious bias or Tendenz, an instinctive reflex response. The point is that to alter a default setting, to change a habitual attitude Altering the Default Setting 141 or instinctive perspective, requires a conscious and sustained or repeated effort, otherwise we revert to the default setting, to our unexamined predispositions, without realizing it.
However, it is another default setting in NT scholarship that I want to speak about in this paper.
The literary paradigm
We here are all children of Gutenberg and Caxton. We belong to cultures shaped by the book. Our everyday currency is the learned article and monograph. Libraries are our natural habitat. We trace the beginnings of our modern discipline to the Renaissance's reassertion of the importance of studying classical texts in their original languages, to Erasmus's first Greek NT in 1516. Our discipline developed in the nineteenth century round the distinction between 'lower criticism', the attempt to reconstruct the original text of our NT writings, and 'higher criticism', concerned with questions of sources and genre. The dominant mode of treating the Synoptic Gospels during the last generation has been redaction criticism, the Gospels as the product of literary editing. A major concern for many today is summed up in the word 'intertextuality', where the appropriation of earlier texts, oral as well as written, is conceived in exclusively literary terms.
In a word, we naturally, habitually and instinctively work within a literary paradigm. We are, therefore, in no fit state to appreciate how a non-literary culture, an oral culture, functions. And if we are to enter empathetically into such a culture it is essential that we become conscious of our literary paradigm and make deliberate efforts to step outside it and to free ourselves from its inherited predispositions. It becomes necessary to alter the default settings given by the literaryshaped software of our mental computers.
The prevalence of the literary paradigm in study of the Synoptic tradition can be readily illustrated, as also the fact that it has both shaped and restricted NT scholarship's way of envisaging the Jesus tradition and its early transmission.
I need only remind you of the eighteenth-and nineteenth-century debate about the origins of the Synoptic tradition. 4 The early solution of Lessing and Eichhorn was of an original gospel composed in Aramaic, written as early as AD 35, and known to the three Synoptic evangelists in different recensions. 5 Schleiermacher's 'Fragment hypothesis' was conceived in terms of multiple written sources, in which various recollections, notes or reports of Jesus had been written. 6 It is true that Herder and Gieseler thought more in terms of an orally formulated tradition; though Herder was evidently still thinking of a full gospel, 'a history of Christ'; 7 and Gieseler assumed that frequent repetition produced a fixed form of the narrative and outline of Gospel history from the Baptist onwards in which the most important events and sayings were reproduced with great uniformity, so that this Gospel survived, in spite of modifications, in its original stereotyped form. 8 Such alternatives, however, were swamped by the dominant impression that 'the Synoptic problem' could be solved only in terms of literary sources, that the intricate variations and coincidences in the Synoptic Gospels could be realistically explained only in terms of literary dependence. As James Moffatt summed up the nineteenth-century debate:
The gospels are books made out of books; none of them is a document which simply transcribes the oral teaching of an apostle or of apostles. Their agreements and differences cannot be explained except on the hypothesis of a more or less close literary relationship, and while oral tradition is a vera causa, it is only a subordinate factor in the evolution of our canonical Greek gospels. 9 It should occasion no surprise, then, that the hypothesis which emerged in the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries as the most plausible resolution of the Synoptic problem is still known simply as the two document hypothesis. 10 And even when some variations are offered in explanation of some of the complexities 11 The literary paradigm continues to determine the way the problem and its solution are conceptualised. B. H. Streeter certainly recognized the importance of 'a living oral tradition' behind the Gospels and cautioned against studying the Synoptic problem 'merely as a problem of literary criticism', but, ironically, he went on to develop 'a four document hypothesis'. 12 The main development from and challenge to source criticism was, of course, form criticism, which began as a deliberate attempt to break away from the literary paradigm to conceptualise the transmission process in oral terms. The character of the challenge was already signalled by Wellhausen's observation that 'Die letzte Quelle der Evangelien ist mündliche Überlieferung, aber diese enthält nur den zerstreuten Stoff'. 13 In effect Wellhausen was combining the hypotheses of Herder and Schleiermacher -Jesus tradition as oral tradition but in small units. Bultmann took up the challenge when he defined the purpose of form criticism thus: 'to study the history of the oral tradition behind the gospels'. 14 His analysis of The History of the Synoptic Tradition, I need hardly remind you, became the single most influential exposition of Formgeschichte. 15 Unfortunately, however, Bultmann could not escape from the literary default setting; he could not conceive the process of transmission except in literary terms. This becomes most evident in his conceptualization of the whole tradition about Jesus as 'composed of a series of layers'. 16 The imagined process is one where each layer is laid or builds upon another. Bultmann made such play with it because, apart from anything else, he was confident that he could strip off later (Hellenistic) layers to expose the earlier (Palestinian) layers. 17 The image itself, however, is drawn from the literary process of editing, where each successive edition (layer) is an edited version (for Bultmann, an elaborated and expanded version) of the previous edition (layer). But is such a conceptualization really appropriate to a process of oral retellings of traditional material? Bultmann never really addressed the question, despite its obvious relevance.
Similarly, Kümmel in his classic Introduction recognizes the importance of oral tradition, both in 'fixing' the gospel material in written form and in the 144  . .  reworking of the earliest sources into the canonical Gospels; but his discussion focuses mainly on the two-source hypothesis and his references to form-critical analyses do little to carry the discussion forward or to envisage how a process of oral transmission worked or how it might have influenced the shape of the tradition. 18 It may be true, as E. P. Sanders affirms, that 'everyone accepts oral transmission at the early stages of the gospel tradition'. 19 But in reality the role of oral tradition is either reduced to characteristically fragmentary forms, 20 or when unknown oral sources are postulated, the working assumption, signalled by the word 'source' itself, is usually that the source was in effect a fixed version of some Jesus tradition used by the evangelist as one would use a written document. 21 Even more revealing are the various more recent attempts to contest the dominance of the two-document hypothesis. W. Farmer's attempt to revive the Griesbach hypothesis (Luke dependent on Matthew, and Mark on both) only begins to make sense if the Synoptic problem is viewed in exclusively literary terms, of one document dependent on and derived from another. 22 Sanders's justified critique of Bultmann's assumption of a uniform tendency in the development of the original 'pure forms' of the Jesus tradition itself suffers from the idea of linear development evoked by the word 'tendency'. 23 M. E. Boismard in turn assumes that the complexity of the Synoptic problem can be resolved only by a complex literary solution, a multi-stage interaction among earlier and later versions of the three Synoptic Gospels. 24 26 At the present time the main focus of interest lies in Q. As the transition from nineteenth to twentieth centuries was dominated by fascination with the Gospel of Mark, so the transition from twentieth to twenty-first centuries has been dominated by fascination with the second of the two sources in the two-document hypothesis -the second source common to Matthew and Luke, the sayings source Q. That Q was a document, written in Greek, is one of the principal points of consensus; although overdependence on the literary paradigm again dictates, as with Mark and Urmarkus, that divergences between Matthew and Lukan Q material have to be explained by postulating different versions of Q, a Q Mt and a Q Lk . 27 The debate, however, now focuses on the issue whether different compositional layers can be distinguished within Q, with Kloppenborg's hypothesis that three layers can be so discerned winning a substantial following. 28 What is of interest here is the almost tacit assumption that each layer is to be conceived as a written document, and the process of development conceived in terms of editing and redaction. It should occasion no surprise that Kloppenborg envisages his investigation of Q in terms of an archaeological dig, as Excavating Q, where, as with Bultmann, the process is visualized as stripping away successive layers to reach the bottom layer, or as removing the redactional elements of successive editions to recover the original edition. 29 Finally, we might simply note that the discussion of possible knowledge of Jesus tradition in Paul's letters has similarly suffered from an assumption that the case depends on a quasi-literary interdependency. Since the case cannot be clearly made that Paul knew the form of tradition as it has been recorded in Mark or Q, the case cannot be made. 30 sions to what we know from the Synoptics as Jesus tradition attest a much more diverse and fluid transmission process has been allowed too little say in our conceptualization of the character of the Jesus tradition and the way it was initially passed on. 31 In all this discussion the literary paradigm has dominated. Even when a conscious effort has been made to alter the default setting, to recall that oral tradition would not necessarily move along the grooves of literary composition, of reading and revising, the literary paradigm soon reasserts its influence and closes down the historical possibilities which may be envisaged. As soon as attention shifts from the perspective itself to the data to be discussed, the default setting clicks back into place, and the interrelationships of the data are conceived in literary terms as though no other terms were relevant.
Should this be so? Need this be so?
3. What do we mean by an oral culture?
We should not underestimate the difficulty for a mindset formed within a long established literary culture trying to shift to an oral mindset, the difficulty for someone bred to the literary paradigm trying to enter empathetically into an oral paradigm. Water Ong illustrates the problem effectively by imagining how difficult it would be for those who knew only transport by automobile to visualize a horse, a horse conceptualised as an automobile without wheels.
Imagine writing a treatise on horses (for people who have never seen a horse) which starts with the concept not of horse but of 'automobile', built on the readers' direct experience of automobiles. It proceeds to discourse on horses by always referring to them as 'wheelless automobiles', explaining to highly automobilized readers who have never seen a horse all the points of difference in an effort to excise all idea of 'automobile' out of the concept of 'wheelless automobile' so as to invest the term with a purely equine meaning. Instead of wheels, the wheelless automobiles have enlarged toenails called hooves; instead of headlights or perhaps rear-vision mirrors, eyes; instead of a coat of lacquer, something called hair; instead of gasoline for fuel, hay; and so on. . . . No matter how accurate and thorough such apophatic description, automobile-driving readers who have never seen a horse and who hear only of 'wheelless automobiles' would be sure to come away with a strange concept of a horse. . . . You cannot without serious and disabling distortion describe a primary phenomenon by starting with a subsequent secondary phenomenon and paring away the differences.
Indeed, starting backwards in this way -putting the car before the horseyou can never become aware of the real differences at all. 32 The uncomfortable fact is that if we are to accomplish such a paradigm switch we probably need to be jolted out of the one and make a conscious and sustained effort to train our thinking to the other. If we are to begin to appreciate what it must have been like to live and function in an oral society we must shake ourselves free from the unconscious presuppositions which shape the very way we see the Synoptic problem and envisage the early transmission or retelling of the Jesus tradition. 33 For a start we should recall the estimate of credible authorities that literacy in Palestine at the time of Jesus would probably have been less than 10 per cent. 34 Given the importance of Torah learning in Jewish culture, that estimate can be questioned. But given equally that royal officials, priests, scribes and Pharisees would have made up a significant portion of the 10 per cent, the corollaries are probably much the same. These corollaries include the fact that knowledge of Torah for most people would have been by hearing, aural, rather than by reading. We have to assume, therefore, that the great majority of Jesus' first disciples would have been functionally illiterate. 35 That Jesus himself was literate cannot simply be assumed. 36 And even allowing for the possibility that one or two of Jesus' immediate disciples were able to read and write (Matthew) and may even have kept notes of Jesus' teaching, 37 it remains overwhelmingly probable that the 148  . .  earliest transmission of the Jesus tradition was by word of mouth. 38 This also means, as Herder and the early form critics appreciated, that the forms of the tradition were already becoming established in oral usage and transmission. Secondly, we need to recall the character of rural Galilee, where, on almost any reckoning, the initial impulse which resulted in the Jesus tradition is to be located. We can be confident that the village and small town culture within which Jesus predominantly operated and where the stories and teachings of Jesus were first retold was a predominantly oral culture. Through recent archaeological work in Galilee we have a much better idea of the physical settings in which that early formulation of the Jesus tradition took place. 39 Here a trite but necessary reminder is that there were no newspapers, no television or radio in the first century. But have we done enough to think through what that must have meant for communities? In the villages and small towns of Galilee, when the day's work was over and the sun had set, what else was there to do but to sit round and talk, to share the news of the day, to tell stories, to recall matters of importance for the community? Kenneth Bailey suggests that the traditional evening gathering of Middle Eastern villagers to listen to and recite the tradition of the community, the haflat samar, is the continuation of a practice which stretches back to the time of Jesus and beyond. 40 Can we say more about the character of oral tradition and about oral transmission? The problem is, as Sanders points out, 'that we do not know how to imagine the oral period'. 41 In an overwhelmingly literary culture our experience of orality is usually restricted to casual gossip and the serendipitous reminiscences of college reunions. The burden of my paper, however, is that we must endeavour to 'imagine the oral period' for the sake of historical authenticity, to re-envisage how tradition was transmitted in an orally structured society; also that we can do so, or at least are more able to do so than has generally been realized. Here we are in the fortunate position of being able to call upon a wide range of research into oral tradition. No longer is it a matter simply of depending on the research into the Lord. 42 But I think also, in particular, of research into oral tradition in Africa 43 and the 30 years' personal, albeit anecdotal, experience of Bailey in the Middle East. 44 On the basis of such research it is possible to draw up a list of characteristic features of oral tradition. The point, I will stress at once and will no doubt need to stress repeatedly, is not that an oral tradition once recorded or transcribed will necessarily look any different from a literary tradition. Transcribed oral tradition and literary tradition, not altogether surprisingly, look very much the same. My point is rather to bring home the danger of envisaging the process of tradition transmission in too exclusively literary terms and to suggest that it will be necessary for us deliberately to alter our print-determined default setting when we try to envisage the early transmission of the Jesus tradition.
There are five characteristic features of oral transmission of tradition which deserve attention.
First, and most obvious -or it should be most obvious -an oral performance is not like reading a literary text. 45 In reading a text it is possible to look back a few pages to check what had been written earlier. Having read the text you can take it with you and read it again later. A written text can be revised, or edited, and so on. But with an oral tradition none of that is possible. An oral performance is evanescent. It is an event. It happens, and then is gone. Oral tradition is not there for the auditor to check back a few pages, or to take away, or to edit and revise. It is not a thing, an artefact like a literary text. That fact alone should be sufficient to cause us to question whether models of literary editing, intertextual dependence, of archaeological layers, are appropriate as we attempt to re-envisage the early transmission of the Jesus tradition.
Nor should we forget that even written documents like Paul's letters would not have been read by more than a very few. For the great majority of recipients the letter would have been heard rather than read. And the public reading of the text 150  . .  would require careful preparation and practice if it was to be heard meaningfully. The public reading of such a letter, in other words, would itself have the character of a performance. 46 Which also means that general knowledge of and even reference back to such texts would depend much more on recollection of what had been heard when the text was read to the congregation than on an individual perusal of the text itself. In technical terms, oral tradition includes the phenomenon of second orality, that is, a written text known only through oral performance of the text.
Second, oral tradition is essentially communal in character. On the literary paradigm we envisage an author writing for a reader. We speak of the intended reader, the ideal reader, the implied reader. We envisage the characteristic context of communication as the individual reader poring over the text, as the text there on a shelf to be consulted by readers functioning as individuals in separate one-to-one encounters with the text. But oral tradition continues in existence because there are communities for whom the tradition is important. The tradition is performed with greater or less regularity (depending on its importance) in the gatherings of the community, kept alive for the community by the elders, teachers or those acknowledged as proficient performers of the tradition. 47 The recognition of this point has enabled J. M. Foley in recent years to merge oral tradition theory fruitfully with receptionalist literary theory. For it is precisely the communal character of oral tradition, the degree to which the elders or teachers retain the tradition on behalf of the community and the performers perform it for the benefit of the community, which reminds us of the community's role in such performances. The performer's awareness that some tradition is already familiar to the community is a factor in the performance. The performance is heard within the community's 'horizons of expectation'. The performance's 'gaps of indeterminacy' can be filled out from the audience's prior knowledge of the tradition or of like traditions. What Foley calls the 'metonymic reference' of a performance enables the performer to use a whole sequence of , while valuable in other aspects, also fails at this point. Oral history envisages tradition as elicited from eye-witnesses by a historian some years or decades later, tradition which might have been latent or only casually exchanged in the meantime. But the oral tradition model put forward here, in contrast, envisages a tradition which sustained a community through its regular performance. Byrskog, in fact, has no real conception of or indeed role for oral transmission as itself a bridging factor between past and present.
allusions to the community's store of tradition and enables the community thus to recognize the consistency of the performance with the whole. 48 Third, as already implied, in the oral community there would be one or more who were recognized as having primary responsibility for maintaining and performing the community's tradition -the singer of tales, the bard, the elders, the teachers, the rabbis. An ancient oral society had no libraries or dictionaries or encyclopedias. It had instead to rely on individuals whose role in their community was to function as, in the words of Jan Vansina, 'a walking reference library'. 49 In NT terms this certainly accords with the role of the apostle in providing what can properly be called foundation tradition for the churches he founded. 50 And the prominence of teachers in the earliest communities 51 is best explained by the communities' reliance on them as repositories of community tradition. 52 This suggests in turn that the teachers would be responsible for a body of teaching, presumably what Luke refers to as 'the apostles' teaching' (Acts 2.42). There is no reason to conceive of this teaching as entirely fragmentary, a sequence of individual forms preserved randomly. In his paper on 'The Gospels as Oral Traditional Literature', Albert Lord observed that 'oral traditional composers think in terms of blocks and series of blocks of tradition'. 53 The Synoptic tradition itself attests such groupings of parables (e.g. Mark 4.2-33) and miracle stories (4.35-5.43; 6.32-52), of Jesus' teaching on exorcism (3.23-9) or discipleship (8.34-7), of sequences of events like a day in the life of Jesus (1.21-38), and so 152  . .  on. 54 Our knowledge of how oral tradition 'works' elsewhere suggests that this would have been the pattern from earliest days, as soon as the stories and sayings of Jesus began to be valued by the groups of his followers. Fourth, oral tradition subverts the idea(l) of an 'original' version. With minds attuned to the literary paradigm, we envisage an original form, a first edition, from which all subsequent editions can at least in principle be traced by form and redaction criticism. We envisage tradition-history as an archaeological tell where we can in principle dig through the layers of literary strata to uncover the original layer, the 'pure form' of Bultmann's conceptualization of Formgeschichte. But in oral tradition each performance is not related to its predecessors or successors in that way. In oral tradition, as Lord particularly has observed, each performance is, properly speaking, an 'original'. 55 The point here can easily be misunderstood or misrepresented, so let me elaborate it a little. The point as it applies to the Jesus tradition is not that there was no originating impulse which gave birth to the tradition. In at least many cases we can be wholly confident that there were things which Jesus said and did which made an impact, and a lasting impact, on his disciples. But properly speaking the tradition of the event is not the event itself. And the tradition of the saying is not the saying itself. The tradition is at best the witness of the event, and as there were presumably several witnesses, so there may well have been several traditions, or versions of the tradition, from the first. Of an originating event we can speak; but we should certainly hesitate before speaking of an original tradition of the event. The same is true even of a saying of Jesus. The tradition of the saying attests the impact made by the saying on one or more of the original audience. But it may well have been heard slightly differently by others of that audience, and so told and retold in different versions from the first. And if, as Kelber points out, Jesus Altering the Default Setting 153 54 A fuller listing of such groupings of tradition would include the beatitudes (Matt. 5.3, 4, 6, 11, 12/Luke 6.20b, 21b, 21a, 22, 23), the sequence of mini-parables in Mark 2.18-22/Luke 9.57-62), the cost of discipleship and danger of loss (Mark 8.34-8, again followed by Matt. 16.24-7 and Luke 9.23-6), the sayings about light and judgment in Mark 4.21-5 (followed by Luke 8. [16] [17] [18] , the 'parables of crisis' (Matt. 24.42-25.13 pars.), Jesus and the Baptist (Matt. 11.2-19 par.), Jesus' teaching on his exorcisms (Matt. 12.24-45 pars.), and the sending out of the disciples on mission (Mark 6.7-13; Matt. 9.37-10.1, 7-16; Luke 9.1-6 and 10.1-12). 55 'In a sense each performance is "an" original, if not "the" original. The truth of the matter is that our concept of "the original", of "the song", simply makes no sense in oral tradition' (Lord, Singer, 100-1). R. Finnegan, Oral Poetry: Its Nature, Significance and Social Context (Cambridge: Cambridge University, 1977) also glosses Lord -'There is no correct text, no idea that one version is more "authentic" than another: each performance is a unique and original creation with its own validity' (65) -and credits Lord with bringing this point home most convincingly (79). Kelber already took up the point: 'each oral performance is an irreducibly unique creation'; if Jesus said something more than once there is no 'original' (Oral, 29; also 59, 62).
himself used his most effective parables and aphorisms on more than one occasion, the ideal of a single original, authentic version reduces once again more to the figment of a literary-moulded mindset. Yes, we can and need to envisage teaching that originated with Jesus, actions which characterized his mission. But to treat the history of the Jesus tradition as though it was a matter of recovering some original version of the tradition is to conceptualize the transmission of the Jesus tradition at best misleadingly; the Jesus Seminar completely misjudged the character of the Jesus tradition at this point. 56 In oral tradition performance variation is integral to, even definitive of, the tradition. 57 Fifth and finally, oral tradition is characteristically (I do not say distinctively) a combination of fixity and flexibility, of stability and diversity. The preceding characteristics could easily be taken to encourage the idea of oral tradition as totally flexible and variable. That would be a mistake. In oral tradition there is characteristically a tale to be told, a teaching to be treasured, in and through and precisely by means of the varied performances. Oral tradition is oral memory; its primary function is to preserve and recall what is of importance from the past. Tradition, more or less by definition, embodies the concern for continuity with the past, a past drawn upon but also enlivened that it might illuminate the present and future. In the words of E. A. Havelock, 'Variability and stability, conservatism and creativity, evanescence and unpredictability all mark the pattern of oral transmission' -the 'oral principle of "variation within the same"'. 58 It is this combination, reverting to our second point, which makes it possible for the community both to acknowledge its tradition and to delight in the freshness of the individual performance.
My basic thesis, then, is that a proper recognition of the characteristics of oral tradition, just outlined, requires us to alter the default setting of our typically literary mindset -to recognize that the early transmission of the Jesus tradition took place in an oral culture and as oral tradition requires us consciously to resist the involuntary predisposition to conceive that process in literary terms and consciously to re-envisage that process in oral terms. I have no time here to develop the theoretical model further. Suffice it to say, the model takes up the best of the insights of the early form critics, while avoiding the false paths which the literary paradigm led them down. That is to say, the recognition of the oral and communal character of the early Jesus tradition should be retrieved from the confusion caused by an unjustifiably schematic conception of the development of the tradition from pure to complex form, from simple to elaborated form. 59 Likewise the 'oral principle of "variation within the same"' tells more heavily than has hitherto been appreciated against the assumption of Bultmann and Käsemann 60 that there was a steady inflow of fresh material from prophetic utterances into the Jesus tradition in the pre-70 period. 61 The model also recognizes the strengths of Birger Gerhardsson's response to Bultmann while, hopefully, avoiding its weaknesses. 62 That is to say, the oral tradition model recognizes that where an influential teacher was in view there was bound to be a concern among his disciples to remember what he had taught them. 63 But it sees the more fundamental trait of oral tradition in terms of the combination of flexibility as well as fixity, so that the character of oral transmission is not adequately caught by the single term 'memorization'. 64 The test of any theoretical model for the transmission of the Jesus tradition, of course, is how well it explains the data which we have, that is, how well it explains the character of the Jesus tradition as we know it. I believe the oral tradition model passes that test with flying colours. But before illustrating the claim I need to make three preliminary points.
First, there is no possibility of producing a knock-down argument. I cannot produce a sample from the Jesus tradition which is demonstrably oral rather than literary in character. 66 This, of course, is partly because the tradition as we now have it is in literary form. So, naturally it is literary in character. But it is also true anyway, that there are no distinctive characteristics of any particular sample of tradition which enable us to pronounce definitively 'Oral and not literary '. 67 Knowledge is gained by repetition, passed on by repetition, kept alive by repetition. On the other hand, the observation cuts both ways. That is to say, we should not assume that simply because the tradition as we now have it is in literary form, therefore its current form is the outcome of a process conceived in purely literary terms. My challenge once again is to shake ourselves out of that literary mindset and to attempt to revisualize that part of the process which must have been largely if not entirely oral in character. What I ask for is that we seriously attempt to reconceptualize the parameters and constraints within which we envisage the transmission of the Jesus tradition taking place. It is not what we look at, so much as the way we look at it, which we need to reflect on.
Second, as just implied, we simply cannot escape from a presumption of orality for the first stage of the transmission of the Jesus tradition. In a society which was so illiterate and where the great bulk of communication must have taken place in oral mode, it would be ludicrous either to assume that the whole history of the Jesus tradition was literary in character from start to finish or to make any thesis regarding the process of its transmission dependent in effect on such an assumption. I say this in response to various recent claims either that the Jesus tradition took literary form from the first, 68 or that all differences between parallel traditions, no matter how great, can be explained in terms of literary redaction. 69 As already indicated earlier, I do not for a moment deny that differences within the Synoptic tradition can be explained in terms of the literary paradigm. My question is whether they should be so explained, and whether in so doing we do not lose sight of important features of the Jesus tradition, the way it was regarded Altering the Default Setting 157 been unable to deduce or derive any marks which distinguish clearly between an oral and a written transmission process. Each can show a similar degree of fixity and variability' (12) . Strecker rightly emphasizes the continuity in transmission of the tradition from oral to written ('Schriftlichkeit', 164-5). Cf JSOT, 1993) is tendentiously concerned to argue the virtual impossibility of recovering any oral tradition behind the Gospels: all differences, no matter how great, can be explained in terms of literary redaction; and oral tradition was wholly fluid and contingent on the particularities of each performance. But his conception of the oral tradition process is questionable -as though it was a matter of recovering a history of tradition through a set of sequential performances (e.g. and handled, and what that tells us about the earliest communities which preserved it. Third, despite the cautionary note I am sounding, I remain convinced of the essential correctness of the two-document hypothesis. That is to say, the evidence continues to persuade me that Mark was the earliest of the Synoptic Gospels, and that there was a further document behind Matthew and Luke on which both drew (Q). The primary evidence is as it has always been: the closeness of verbal parallels between two or three of the three documents. When I look at such passages as Mark 8.34-7 pars., on the cost of discipleship, and 13.28-32 pars., the parable of the fig tree, 70 the evidence forces me to the conclusion that these three versions of particular Jesus traditions are interdependent at the literary level. The evidence almost requires us to speak of sources, of sources already in Greek, of one serving as the source for the other, or of each drawing on a common literary source (the underlining and highlighting indicate the extent of the agreement).
 . . 

Matt. 16.24-6
24 Tov te oJ ∆Ihsouè i\ pen toi` maqhtai` auj tou∑ ei[ ti~ qev lei oj piv sw mou ej lqeiǹ, aj parnhsav sqw eJ auto; n kai; aj rav tw to; n stauro; n auj touk ai; aj kolouqeiv tw moi. 25 o} ga; r ej a; n qev lhÛ th; n yuch; n auj tou` swsai aj polev sei auj thv n∑ o} d∆ a] n aj polev shÛ th; n yuch; n auj tou` e{ neken ej mouè uJ rhv sei auj thv n. 26 tiv ga; r wj felhqhv setai a[ nqrwpoẽ j a; n to; n kov smon o{ lon kerdhv shÛ th; n de; yuch; n auj tou` zhmiwqhÛ … h] tiv dwv sei a[ nqrwpo~ aj ntav llagma thỳ uch` auj tou.
Mark 8.34-7
34 Kai; proskalesav menot o; n o[ clon su; n toim aqhtai` auj tou` ei\ pen auj toi`∑ ei[ ti~ qev lei oj piv sw mou aj kolouqeiǹ, aj parnhsav sqw eJ auto; n kai; aj rav tw to; n stauro; n auj touk ai; aj kolouqeiv tw moi. 35 o} ga; r ej a; n qev lhÛ th; n yuch; n auj tou` swsai aj polev sei auj th; n∑ o} d∆ a] n aj polev sei th; n yuch; n auj tou` e[ neken ej mou` kai; tou` euj aggeliv ou swv sei auj thv n. 36 tiv ga; r wj felei` a [ nqrwpon kerdhsai to; n kov smon o{ lon kai; zhmiwqhǹai th; n yuch; n auj tou. 37 tiv ga; r doià [ nqrwpo~ aj ntav llagma thỳ uch` auj tou.
Luke 9.23-5
23 "Elegen de; pro; pav nta~∑ ei[ ti~ qev lei oj piv sw mou e[ rcesqai, aj rnhsav sqw eJ auto; n kai; aj rav tw to; n stauro; n auj touk aq∆ hJ mev ran kai; aj kolouqeiv tw moi. 24 o} ga; r a] n qev lhÛ th; n yuch; n auj tou` swsai aj polev sei auj thv n∑ o} d∆ a] n aj polev shÛ th; n yuch; n auj tou` e{ neken ej mou`ou| tos wv sei auj thv n. 25 tiv ga; r wj feleitai a[ nqrwpok erdhv sa~ to; n kov smon o{ lon eJ auto; n de; aj polev sa~ h] zhmiwqeiṽ…
Similarly with Q material like the preaching of John the Baptist in Matt. 3.7-10/Luke 3.7-9, and the parable of the returning evil spirits in Matt. 12 
Matt. 3.7-10
7 ij dw; n de; pollou; twǹ Farisaiv wn kai; Saddoukaiv wn ej rcomev nou~ ej pi; to; bav ptisma auj tou` ei\ pen auj toi`∑ gennhv mata ej cidnwǹ, tiṽ uJ pev deixen uJ miǹ fugeiǹ aj po; thm ellouv sh~ oj rgh`… 8 poihv sate ou\ n karpo; n a[ xion th` metanoiv a~ 9 kai; mh; dov xhte lev gein ej n ej autoi`∑ patev ra e[ comen to; n ∆ Abraav m. lev gw ga; r uJ miǹ o{ ti duv natai oJ qeo; ej k twǹ liv qwn touv twn ej geirai tev kna tw/ ∆ Abraav m. 10 h[ dh de; hJ aj xiv nh pro; th; n rJ iv zan twǹ dev ndrwn keitai∑ paǹ ou\ n dev ndron mh; poiouǹ karpo; n kalo; n ej kkov ptetai kai; eij pur bav lletai.
Luke 3.7-9
7 "Elegen ou\ n toi` ej kporeuomev noi~ o[ cloib aptisqhǹai uJ p∆ auj tou∑ gennhv mata ej cidnwǹ, tiṽ uJ pev deixen uJ miǹ fugeiǹ aj po; thm ellouv sh~ oj rgh`… 8 poihv sate ou\ n karpou; aj xiv ou~ th` metanoiv a~ kai; mh; a[ rxhsqe lev gein ej n eJ autoi`∑ patev ra e[ comen to; n ∆ Abraav m. lev gw ga; r uJ miǹ o{ ti duv natai oJ qeo; ej k twǹ liv qwn touv twn ej geirai tev kna tw/ ∆ Abraav m. 9 h[ dh de; kai; hJ aj xiv nh pro; th; n rJ iv zan twǹ dev ndrwn keitai∑ paǹ ou\ n dev ndron mh; poiouǹ karpo; n kalo; n ej kkov ptetai kai; eij pur bav lletai.
Matt. 12.43-45
43 "Otan de; to; aj kav qarton pneuma ej xev lqhÛ aj po; tou` aj nqrwv pou, diev rcetai di∆ aj nuv drwn tov pwn zhtouǹ aj nav pausin kai; ouj c euJ riv skei. 44 tov te lev gei∑ eij to; n oi\ kov n mou ej pistrev yw o{ qen ej xhlqon∑ kai; ej lqo; n euJ riv skei scolav zonta sesarwmev non kai; kekosmhmev non. 45 tov te poreuv etai kai; paralambav nei meq∆ eJ autou` eJ pta; e{ tera pneuv mata ponhrov tera eJ autou` kai; eij selqov nta katoikei` ej kei` kai; giv netai ta; e[ scata tou` aj nqrwv pou ej keiv nou ceiv rona twǹ prwv twn. ou{ tw~ e[ stai kai; th/ genea/ tauv thÛ th/ ponmra/ .
Luke 11.24-26
24 "Otan to; aj kav qarton pneuma ej xev lqhÛ aj po; tou` aj nqrwv pou, diev rcetai di j aj nuv drwn tov pwn zhtouǹ aj nav pausin kai; mh; euJ riv skon∑ lev gei∑ uJ postrev yw eij to; n oi\ kov n mou o{ qen ej xhlqon∑ 25 kai; ej lqo; n euJ riv skei sesarwmev non kai; kekosmhmev non. 26 tov te poreuv etai kai paralambav nei e{ tera pneuv mata ponhrov tera eJ autou`eJ pta; kai; eij selqov nta katoikei` ej kei∑ kai; giv netai ta; e[ scata tou` aj nqrwv pou ej keiv nou ceiv rona twǹ prwv twn.
So, I have no problems in recognizing the probability of literary interdependence between the Synoptic Gospels. My question, once again, is whether the hypothesis of literary interdependence is sufficient to explain all the data of correlation between the Gospel traditions. My question is whether we should take such close parallels as the norm for explaining all parallels, whether we should simply extrapolate from such examples and conclude that all parallels are to be explained in the same way.
Consider the following cases. As you look at these passages I ask you to consider whether literary dependence is the only or most obvious explanation for the degree of similarity between the different versions.
(a) In the triple tradition consider first the account of the epileptic boy in Mark 9.14-27 pars. Note the cluster of agreement at vv. 18-19, 25, evidently the core of the story, and the wise variation for the rest (again, the underlining and highlighting indicate the extent of the agreement). 38 kai; ij dou; aj nh; r aj po; tou` o[ clou ej bov hsen lev gwn∑ didav skale, dev omaiv sou ej piblev yai ej pi; to; n uiJ ov n mou, o{ ti monogenhṽ moiv ej stin, 39 kai; ij dou; pneuma lambav nei auj to; n kai; ej xaiv fnh~ krav zei kai; sparav ssei auj to; n meta; aj frou` kai; mov gi~ aj pocwreià j p∆ auj tou` suntribon auj tov n∑ 40 kai; ej dehv qhn twǹ maqhtwǹ sou i[ na ej kbav lwsin auj tov , kai; ouj k hj dunhv qhsan. 41 aj pokriqei; de; oJ ∆Ihsou` ei\ pen∑ w\ genea; a[ pisto~ kai; diestrammev nh, e{ w~ pov te e[ somai pro; uJ mak ai; aj nev xomai uJ mwǹ… prosav gage w| de to; n uiJ ov n Or again, note the variations in the accounts of finding the empty tomb -Mark 16.1-8 pars.
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Matt. 17.14-18 18 kai; ej petiv mhsen auj tw/ oJ ∆Ihsouk ai; ej xhlqen aj p j auj tout o; daimov nion kai; ej qerateuv qh oJ pai` aj po; th` w{ raè j keiv nh~.
Mark 9.14-27
kai; h[ negkan auj to; n pro; auj tov n. kai; ij dw; n auj to; n to; pneuma euj qu; sunespav raxen auj tov n, kai; pesw; n ej pi; thg h` ej kuliv eto aj friv zwn. 21 kai; ej phrwv thsen to; n patev ra auj tou∑ pov so~ crov no~ ej sti; n wJ touto gev gonen auj tw. oJ de; ei\ pen∑ ej k paidiov qen∑ 22 kai; pollav ki~ kai; eij pur auj to; n e[ balen kai; eij u{ data i[ na aj polev shÛ auj tov n∑ aj ll j ei[ ti duv nhÛ , bohv qhson hJ miǹ splagcnisqei; ej f j hJ ma`. 23 oJ de; ∆Ihsou` ei\ pen auj tw/ ∑ to; eij duv nhÛ , pav nta dunata; tw/ pisteuv onti. 24 euj qu; krav xa~ oJ path; r tou` paidiv ou e[ legen∑ pisteuv w∑ bohv qei mou th/ aj pistiv a/ . 25 ij dw; n de; oJ ∆Ihsou` o{ ti ej pisuntrev cei o[ clo~, ej petiv mhsen tw/ pneuv mati tw/ aj kaqav rtw/ lev gwn auj tw/ ∑ to; a[ lalon kai; kwfo; n pneuma, ej gw; ej pitav ssw soi, e[ xelqe ej x auj tou` kai; mhkev ti eij sev lqhÛ eij auj tov n. 26 kai; krav xa~ kai; polla; sparav xa~ ej xhlqen∑ kai; ej gev neto wJ sei; nekroṽ, w{ ste tou; pollou; lev gein o{ ti aj pev qanen. 27 oJ de; ∆Ihsouk rathv sa~ th` ceiro; auj touh [ geiren auj tov n, kai; aj nev sth.
Luke 9.37-42
sou. 42 e[ ti de; prosercomev nou auj tou` e[ rrhxen auj to; n to; daimov nionkai; sunespav raxen∑ ej petiv mhsen de; oJ ∆Ihsout w/ pneuv mati tw/ aj kaqav rtw/ kai; ij av sato to; n paida kai; aj pev dwken auj to; n tw/ patri; auj tou.
Matt. 28.1-8
1 j Oye; de; sabbav twn, th/ ej pifwskouv shÛ eij miv an sabbav twn h\ lqen Maria; m hJ Magdalhnh; kai; hJ a[ llh Mariv a qewrhsai to; n tav fon. My question is whether such evidence is not better explained in terms of oral tradition -that is, as retellings of a familiar story, with variations dependent on the teller's foibles and the community's perceived interests. That may mean that Matt. 28.1-8 2 kai; ij dou; seismo; ej gev neto mev ga~∑ a[ ggelo~ ga; r kuriv ou kataba; ej x ouj ranouk ai; proselqw; n aj pekuv lisen to; n liv qon kai; ej kav qhto ej pav nw auj tou. 3 h\ n de; hJ eij dev a auj tou` wj aj straph; kai; to; e[ nduma auj tou` leuko; n wJ ciwv n. 4 aj po; de; touf ov bou auj tou` ej seiv sqhsan oiJ throuǹte~ kai; ej genhv qhsan wJ nekroiv . 5 aj pokriqei; de; oJ a[ ggelo~ ei\ pen taig unaixiv n∑ mh; fobeisqe uJ mei`, oi\ da ga; r o{ ti ∆Ihsouǹ to; n ej staurwmev non zhteite∑ 6 ouj k e[ stin w| de, hj gev rqh ga; r kaqw; ei\ pen∑ deute i[ dete to; n tov pon o{ pou e[ keito. 7 kai; tacu; poreuqeisai ei[ pate toi` maqhtai` auj tou` o{ ti hj gev rqh aj po; twǹ nekrwǹ, kai; ij dou; proav gei uJ ma` eij th; n Galilaiv an, ej kei` auj to; n o[ yesqe∑ ij dou; ei\ pon uJ meǹ. 8 Kai; aj pelqousai tacu; aj po; tou` mnhmeiv ou meta; fov bou kai; cara` megav lhẽ [ dramon aj paggeilai toim aqhtai` auj tou.
Mark 16.1-8
eJ autaṽ∑ tiṽ aj pokuliv sei hJ miǹ to; n liv qon ej k thq uv ra~ tou` mnhmeiv ou… 4 kai; aj nablev yasai qewrousin o{ ti aj pokekuv listai oJ liv qo~∑ h| n ga; r mev ga~ sfov dra.
5 Kai; eij selqousai eij to; mnhmeiòn ei| don neaniv skon kaqhv menon ej n toi` dexioi` peribeblhmev non stolh; n leukhv n, kai; ej xeqambhv qhsan. 6 oJ de; lev gei auj tai`∑ mh; ej kqambeisqe∑ ∆Ihsouǹ zhteite to; n Nazarhno; n t o ; n ej staurwmev non∑ hj ev rqh, ouj k e[ stin w| de∑ i[ de oJ tov po~ o{ pou e[ qhkan auj tov n. 7 aj lla; uJ pav gete ei[ pate toi` maqhtai` auj tou`kai; tw/ Pev trw/ o{ ti proav gei uJ ma` eij th; n Galilaiv an∑ ej kei` auj to; n o[ yesqe, kaqw; ei\ pen uJ miǹ. 8 kai; ej xelqousai e[ fugon aj po; tou` mnhmeiv ou, ei\ cen ga; r auj ta; trov mo~ kai; e[ kstasi~∑ kai; ouj deni; ouj de; n ei\ pan∑ ej fobouǹto gav r.
Lukr 24.1-11 2 eu| ron de; to; n liv qon aj pokekulismev non aj po; toum nhmeiv ou, 3 eij selqousai de; ouj c eu| ron to; swma touk uriv ou ∆Ihsou. 4 kai; ej gev neto ej n tw/ aj poreisqai auj ta; peri; touv tou kai; ij dou; a[ ndre~ duv o ej pev sthsan auj tai` ej n ej sqhti aj straptouv shÛ . 5 ej mfov bwn de; genomev nwn auj twǹ kai; klinouswǹ ta; prov swpa eij th; n ghǹ ei\ pan pro; auj taṽ∑ tiv zhteite to; n zwǹta meta; twǹ nekrwǹ∑ 6 ouj k e[ stin w| de, aj lla; hj gev rqh. mnhv sqhte wJ ej lav lhsen uJ miǹ e[ ti w] n ej n th/ Galilaiv a/ 7 lev gwn to; n uiJ o; n tou` aj nqrwv pou o{ ti deip aradoqhǹai eij ceiraã j nqrwv pwn aJ martwlwǹ kai; staurwqhǹai kai; th/ triv thÛ hJ mev ra/ aj nasthǹai. 8 kai; ej mnhv sqhsan twǹ rJ hmav twn auj tou. 9 Kai; uJ postrev yasai aj po; tou` mnhmeiv ou aj phv ggeilan tauta pav nta toiè { ndeka kai; pasin toil oipoi`. 10 h\ san de; hJ Magdalhnh; Mariv a kai; ∆Iwav nna kai; Mariv a hJ ∆Iakwv bou tai; aiJ loipai; su; n auj tai`. e[ legon pro; tou; aj postov lou~ tauta, 11 kai; ej fav nhsan ej nwv pion auj twǹ wJ sei; lhro~ ta; rJ hv mata tauta, kai;
hj piv stoun auj tai`.
Matthew or Luke already knew versions of the stories which differed from Mark's, and that they followed these different versions. Or, bearing in mind the characteristics of oral performance, perhaps we should envisage Matthew and Luke retelling the story known to them from Mark, that is, retelling it in oral mode -that is, as story tellers, rather than editors -Matthew and Luke as evidence not so much of redaction as of second orality.
(b) Q tradition? The Q hypothesis, which I accept, is built in the first instance on the closeness of parallel between non-Markan Matthew/Luke pericopes. More than 13 per cent of these common pericopes are more than 80 per cent in verbal agreement. But the fact that the verbal agreement in over a third of the common material is less than 40 per cent 72 has not been given sufficient weight. Is it to be explained solely in terms of free redaction? Consider the following examples: turning the other cheek, in Matt. 
Matt. 5.39b-42
39 . . . aj ll∆ o{ sti~ se rJ apiv zei eij th; n dexia; n siagov na ªsouº, strev yon auj tw/ kai; th; n a[ llhn∑ 40 kai; tw/ qev lontiv soi kriqhǹai kai; to; n citwǹav sou labeiǹ, a[ fe~ auj tw/ kai; to; iJ mav tion∑ 41 kai; o{ sti~ se aj ggareuv sei miv lion e{ n, u{ page met j auj tou` duv o. 42 tw/ aij touǹtiv se doṽ, kai; to; n qev lonta aj po; soud eniv sasqai mh; aj postrafhÛ.
Luke 6.29-30
29 tw/ tuv ptontiv se ej pi; th; n siagov na pav rece kai; th; n a[ llhn, kai; aj po; tou` ai[ rontoṽ sou to; iJ mav tion kai; to; n citwǹa mh; kwluv shÛ. 30 panti aij touǹtiv se div dou, kai; aj po; tou` ai[ ronto~ ta; sa; mh; aj paiv tei.
Matt. 10.34-8
34 Mh; nomiv shte o{ ti h\ lqon baleiǹ eij rhv nhn ej pi; th; n ghǹ∑ ouj k h\ lqon baleiǹ eij rhv nhn aj lla; mav cairan. 35 h\ lqon ga; r dicav sai a[ nqrwpon kata; toup atro; auktou`kai qugatev ra kata; th` mhtro; auj th` kai; nuv mfhn kata; th` penqera` auj th`, 36 kai; ej cqroi; tou` aj nqrwv pou oiJ oij kiakoi; auj tou. 12.51 dokeite o{ ti eij rhv nhn paregenov mhn douǹai ej n thÛ ghÛ … ouj civ , lev gw uJ miǹ, aj ll∆ h] diamerismov n. 52 e[ sontai ga; r aj po; tou` nuǹ pev nte ej n eJ ni; oi[ kw/ diamemerismev noi, treiè j pi; dusi; n kai; duv o ej pi; trisiv n, 53 diamerisqhv sontai path; r ej pi; uiJ w/ kai; uiJ o; ej pi; patriv , mhv thr ej pi; th; n qugatev ra kai; qugav thr ej pi; th; n mhtev ra, penqera; ej pi; th; n nuv mfhn auj th` kai; nuv mfh ej pi; th; n penqerav n.
My question is again simple: is there anything in these passages which compels the conclusion that one has drawn the sayings from the other or that both have drawn from a common literary source? 73 Is the assumption that only literary dependence need or should be invoked not a consequence of our literary default setting, a consequence of our reading such passages through the spectacles or with the blinkers of a mindset formed by our print-dominated heritage? Ought we not to make the effort to hear these traditions as they were shaped and passed down in an oral culture? Ought we not to give more consideration to the likelihood, not to say the probability, that such variation in what is obviously the same essential tradition is the result of the flexibility of oral performance? 74 (c) Liturgical tradition. The two most obvious examples of liturgical tradition are the Lord's prayer and the words of the Last Supper. By liturgical tradition I mean, of course, traditions which were regularly used in worship in the early churches. That these two traditions were so used is not merely a deduction from the Gospel texts but is confirmed by Did. 
37 ÔO filwǹ patev ra h] mhtev ra uJ pe; r ej me; ouj k e[ stin mou a[ xio~, kai; oJ filwǹ uiJ o; n h} qugatev ra uJ pe; r ej me; ouj k e[ stin mou a[ xio~∑ 38 kai; o} ouj lambav nei to; n stauro; n auj tou` kai; aj kolouqei` oj piv sw mou, ouj k e[ stin mou a[ xio~. 14.26 ei[ ti~ e[ rcetai proṽ me kai; ouj miseit o; n patev ra eJ autou` kai; th; n mhtev ra kai; th; n gunaika kai; ta; tev kna kai; tou; aj delfou; kai; ta; aj delfa; e[ ti te kai; th; n yuch; n eJ autou` ouj duv natai ei\ naiv mou maqhth;. 27 o{ sti~ ouj bastav zei to; n stauro; n eJ autou` kai; e[ rcetai oj piv sw mou, ouj duv natai ei\ naiv mou maqhthṽ.
So too, how should we explain the variations in the traditions of the Last Supper, as between the Matthew/Mark version on the one hand and the Luke/Paul version on the other?
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Matt. 26.26-9 26 ∆Esqiov ntwn de; auj twǹ labw; n oJ ∆Ihsouà [ rton kai; euj loghv sa~ e[ klasen kai; dou; toim aqhtai` ei\ pen∑ lav bete fav gete, toutov ej stin to; swmav mou. 27 kai; labw; n pothv rion kai; euj caristhv a~ e[ dwken auj toi`lev gwn∑ piv ete ej x auj tou` pav nte~, 2 8 touto gav r ej stin to; ai| mav mou th` diaqhv kht o; peri; pollwǹ ej kcunnov menon eij a[ fesin aJ martiwǹ. 29 lev gw de; uJ miǹ, ouj mh; piv w aj p j a[ rti ej k touv tou tou` genhv mato~ th` aj mpev lou e{ w~ th` hJ mev ra~ ej keiv nh~ o{ tan auj to; piv nw meq∆ uJ mwǹ kaino; n ej n th/ basileiv a/ toup atroṽ mou.
Mark 14.22-5
22 Kai; ej sqiov ntwn auj twǹ labw; n a[ rton euj loghv sa~ e[ klasen kai; e[ dwken auj toi` kai; ei\ pen∑ lav bete, toutov ej stin to; swmav mou. 23 kai; labw; n pothv rion euj caristhv sa~ e[ dwken auj toi`, kai; e[ pion ej x auj tou` pav nte~. 24 kai; ei\ pen auj toi`∑ toutov ej stin to; ai| mav mou th` diaqhv kht o; ej kcunnov menon uJ pe; r pollwǹ. 25 aj mh; n lev gw uJ miǹ o{ ti ouj kev ti ouj mh; tiv w ej k tou` genhv mato~ th` aj mpev lou e{ w~ th` hJ mev ra~ ej keiv nh~ o{ tan auj to; piv nw kaino; n ej n th/ basileiv a/ tou qeou.
Luke 22.17-20
17 kai; dexav meno~ pothv rion euj caristhv saẽ i\ pen∑ lav bete touto kai; diameriv sate eij eJ autouṽ∑ 18 lev gw ga; r uJ miǹ, ªo{ tiº ouj mh; piv w aj po; tou` nuǹ aj po; tou` genhv mato~ th` 1 Cor. 11.23-6 23 ∆Egw; ga; r parev labon aj po; tou` kuriv ou, o} kai; parev dwka uJ miǹ, o{ ti oJ Matt. 6.7-15 7 Proseucov menoi de; mh; battaloghv shte w{ sper oiJ ej qnikoiv , dokousin ga; r o{ ti ej n thÛ poluloyiv a/ auj twǹ eij sakousqhv sontai. 8 mh; ou\ n oJ moiwqhte auj toi`∑ oi\ den ga; r oJ path; r uJ mwǹ w| n creiv an e[ cete pro; tou` uj ma` aij thsai auj tov n. 9 ou{ tw~ ou\ n proseuv cesqe uJ mei`∑ Pav ter hJ mwǹ oJ ej n toi` ouj ranoi`∑ aJ giasqhv tw to; o[ nomav sou∑ 10 ej lqev tw hJ basileiv a sou∑ genhqhv tw to; qev lhmav sou, wJ ej n ouj ranw/ kai; ej pi; gh`∑ 11 to; n a[ rton hJ mwǹ to; n ej piouv sion do; hJ miǹ shv meron∑ 12 kai; a[ fe~ hJ meǹ ta; oj feilhv mata hJ mwǹ, wJ kai; hJ mei` aj fhv kamen toi` oj feilev tai~ hJ mwǹ∑ 13 kai; mh; eij senev gkhÛ hJ ma` eij peirasmov n, aj lla; rJ usai hJ ma` aj po; tou` ponhrou. 14 ∆Ea; n ga; r aj fhte toi` aj nqrwv poi~ ta; paraptwv mata auj twǹ, aj fhv sei kai; uJ miǹ oJ path; r uJ mwǹ oJ ouj rav noi~∑ 15 ej a; n de; mh; aj fhte toi` aj nqrwv poi~, ouj de; oJ path; r oJ mwǹ aj fhv sei ta; paraptwv mata uJ mwǹ. 1 Kai; ej gev neto ej n tw/ ei\ nai auj to; n ej n tov pw/ tini; proseucov menon, wJ ej pauv sato, ei\ pev n tit wǹ maqhtwǹ auj tou` pro; auj tov n∑ kuv rie, div daxon hJ ma` proseuv cesqai, kaqw; kai; ∆Iwav nnh~ ej div daxen tou; maqhta; auj tou. 2 ei\ pen de; auj toi`∑ o{ tan proseuv chsqe lev gete∑ Pav ter, a J giasqhv tw to; o[ nomav sou∑ ej lqev tw hJ basileiza sou∑ What failure in historical imagination is it that could even suggest to us that Matthew, say, only knew the Lord's prayer because he read it in Q? 75 Or that Luke only knew the words of the Last Supper because he found them in Mark? The alternative explanation positively cries out for consideration: that these were living traditions, living because used in regular church assemblies; that even though liturgical tradition tends to be more stable than other oral tradition, nevertheless, as is common with oral tradition, it adapted in wording to the usage of different churches -as the Lord's Prayer still adapts in different traditions today. Such liturgical traditions are special examples of oral tradition and oral transmission, but they reflect the character of oral communities far more closely than do explanations dependent solely on the literary paradigm. aj mpev lou e{ w~ ou| hJ basileiv a tou` qeou` e[ lqhÛ . 19 kai; labw; n a[ rton euj caristhv saẽ [ klasen kai; e[ dwken auj toi` lev gwn∑ toutov ej stin to; swmav mou to; uJ pe; r uJ mwǹ didov menon∑ touto poieite eij th; n ej mh; n aj nav mnhsin. 20 kai; to; pothv rion wJ sauv tw~ meta; to; deipnhsai, lev gwn∑ pouto to; pothv rion hJ kainh; diaqhv kh ej n tw/ ai{ mativ mou to; uJ pe; r uJ mwǹ ej kcunnov menon.
1 Cor. 11.23-6 kuv rio~ ∆Ihsou` ej n thÛ nukti; h| Û parediv deto e[ laben a[ rton 24 kai; euj caristhv saẽ [ klasen kai; ei\ pen∑ toutov mouv ej stin to; swma to; uJ pe; r uJ mwǹ∑ touto poieite eij th; n ej mh; n aj nav mnhsin. 25 wJ sauv tw~ kai; to; pothv rion meta; to; deipnhsai lev gwn∑ touto to; pothv rion hJ kainh; diaqhv kh ej sti; n ej n tw/ ej mw/ ai{ mati∑ touto poieite, oJ sav ki~ ej a; n piv nhte, eij th; n ej mh; n aj nav mnhsin. 26 oJ sav ki~ ga; r ej a; n ej sqiv hte to; n a[ rton touton kai; to; pothv rion piv nhte, to; n qav naton tou` kuriv ou kataggev llete a[ cri ou| e[ lqhÛ . 
Matt. 22.1-10
1 Kai; aj pokriqei; oJ ∆Ihsou` pav lin ei\ pen ej n parabolai` auj toi` lev gwn∑ 2 wJ moiwv qh hJ basileiv a twǹ ouj ranwǹ aj nqrwv pw/ basilei, o{ sti~ ej poiv hsen gav mou~ tw/ uiJ w/ auj tou. 3 kai; aj pev steilen tou; douv lou~ auj tou`kalev sai tou; keklhmev nou~ eij tou; gav mou~, kai; ouj k h[ qelon ej lqeiǹ. 4 pav lin aj pev steilen a[ lloud ouv lou~ lev gwn∑ ei[ pate toi` keklhmev noi~∑ ij dou; to; a[ ristov n mou hJ toiv maka, oiJ tauroiv mou kai; ta; sitista; tequmev na kai; pav nta e[ toima∑ deute eij tou; gav mou~. 5 oiJ de; aj melhv sante~ aj phlqon, In all these cases we see what is characteristic of oral tradition's combination of fixity and flexibility, stability and variation. Of course, I repeat yet again, such characteristics are not exclusive to oral tradition. The difference comes in the way we envisage the traditioning process. In oral transmission we do not look for an explanation for the diversity in terms (only) of editorial redaction, but in terms of performance variation. The explanation lies as much or more in the character of the tradition as in the interpretative goals of the performer. And we do not look behind the variations for some original (and therefore more authentic) version or source. Rather, we recognize the character of the Jesus tradition as oral tradition, where appropriateness of performance to context is not a departure from authenticity but integral to the tradition's living character.
Had I time I would extend the exploration to the knowledge of Jesus tradition outside the Gospels. In my judgement, discussion of possible allusions to and use of the Jesus tradition, both within the NT epistles (Paul, James, 1 Peter), within the Apostolic Fathers, and now also within the Nag Hammadi texts, has been seriously flawed by overdependence on the literary paradigm. For if we are indeed talking about largely illiterate communities, dependent on oral tradition and aural knowledge of written documents, then we have to expect as the rule that knowledge of the Jesus tradition will have shared the characteristics of oral tradition. That is to say, the historical imagination, liberated from the literary default setting and tutored in regard to oral culture, can readily envisage communities familiar with their oral tradition, able to recognize allusions to Jesus tradition in What is the alternative? The alternative is to recognize that in an oral culture, tradition, oral tradition, is communal memory. A group's tradition is the means by which the group affirms and celebrates what is important about its origins, and about its past. So the alternative is to envisage little groups of disciples and sympathizers, their identity as a group given by their shared response to Jesus himself or to one of his disciples/apostles -little groups who met regularly to share the memories and the traditions which bound them together, for elders or teachers to tell again stories of Jesus and to expound afresh and elaborate his teachings.
Of course Good Friday and Easter made a difference: they brought illumination to many features of the earlier tradition; they became integral to the tradition and were often more important than the earlier tradition; Easter faith became the context in which the tradition was performed. I do not question that for a moment. But the fact remains that much if not most of the pre-Easter tradition retained its pre-Easter content and perspective, and various clear indications of its Galilean provenance. 84 The very features which Q specialists read as evidence of a post-Easter Galilean community which knew nothing of the passion narrative are much more naturally read as evidence of Jesus' own pre-passion Galilean mission. That character was already impressed in and on the Jesus tradition as it was orally circulated already during the mission of Jesus.
And of course the transition from village to city, and from Aramaic to Greek, introduced still further factors influencing the preaching, telling and performance of the Jesus tradition. But here again the preservation of that Galilean, pre-passion character of so much of the tradition, now in Greek, and as it was circulated in ever widening circles as new churches were established, indicates that it was the same tradition which was being thus circulated and used. The essential character of that tradition was being maintained in and through the diversity of its performances. On this model which I ask you to envisage, we need not assume that Mark wrote down all the tradition known to him; we can envisage quite readily that the tradition he drew upon continued to circulate in oral communication and was known more widely than the Gospel itself; and we can allow that Mark's Gospel itself functioned for many as itself a kind of oral performance, 85 known only by hearing, and recalled on the basis of that hearing. We can assume that Matthew knew at least many of the traditions written down by Mark, and knew the tradition almost certainly in different versions, in accordance with the nature of oral tradition. Also that in various instances Matthew probably preferred the version of the tradition which he already knew, rather than Mark's. The same with Luke.
The corollaries regarding Q are of greater consequence, particularly in the light of the latest attempt to recover the text of Q. 86 For if much of the shared Matthew/Luke material attests oral dependency rather than literary dependency, then the attempt to define the complete scope and limits of Q is doomed to failure. It is not simply that by definition of 'Q' (material common to Matthew and Luke) we cannot know its scope and limits, since wherever Matthew or Luke decided not to use 'Q' we do not have 'Q'! 87 It is rather that the material common to Matthew and Luke itself attests the pervasiveness of oral Jesus tradition precisely in its variability, as well as whatever of that material had already become more fixed in writing (Q). 88 I fully appreciate that the consequences of altering the default setting so abruptly are extensive. To abandon the hypothesis of exclusive literary dependence means that we will simply be unable to trace the tradition-history of various sayings and accounts so confidently. The unknown factors and variations so characteristic of oral tradition put the tradition-history -or better, performance-history -beyond reach. The model of linear development, layer upon layer, edition following edition, is no longer appropriate.
To press the point more strongly. In recognizing the oral character of the early Jesus tradition we have to give up the idea of a single original form, from which all 172  . .  other versions of the tradition are to be derived, as though the 'authenticity' of a version depended on our ability to trace it back to that original. In so saying, again, I do not mean that it is impossible to envisage or speak of the originating impact of Jesus himself. Quite the contrary. What I mean is that the original impact was itself diverse in character from the first. What I mean is that the form of the tradition itself was from the first multiform. That also means that variation in tradition does not of itself either indicate contradiction or denote editorial manipulation. Variation is simply the hallmark of oral tradition, how the Jesus tradition functioned.
In consequence also, the suggestion that we can define the character of a community from the character of the documents they held in their possession is shown to be unrealistic. And the suggestion that the character of a community can be restricted to the character of a single document (for example, the Q community) becomes little short of ludicrous. For if the Jesus tradition was relatively widespread among churches in oral form, if indeed the Jesus tradition formed a kind of network linking the churches, as apostles, prophets and others moved among them, then there is no good reason to limit the Jesus tradition known to individual churches to a certain kind of tradition or a particular written version of some of that tradition.
Confronted by the greater uncertainty thereby implied, some may be tempted to invoke Occam's razor: why multiply unknown factors when a simple two-document hypothesis with redaction can cover every eventuality? 89 The answer is that the simplicity envisaged is far from simple, since it has to postulate editorial ingenuity of tremendous complexity and sophistication. Much more simple in fact is the inference that the variations within the Synoptic tradition reflect more closely the kind of variations which were common in the performance traditions of the early churches. Again I stress that it need not be an either-or. I am not arguing for one against the other; I am arguing for both. 90 There is much more to be said about the way the Jesus tradition was used in performance by apostles and teachers. For example, I have already noted how Lord's observation that 'oral traditional composers think in terms of blocks and series of blocks of tradition' correlates well with the various groupings or clusters of pericopes evident in the Synoptic tradition. 91 We need not assume, as the early form critics did, that in the pre-written-down stage the tradition was used only in Altering the Default Setting 173 89 But it is a double-edged razor, since both Farmer (Synoptic Problem, 203) and Goodacre (Case Against Q, 18, 77) can use it to excise one of 'the two documents' (Q). It is a fallacy to assume that elegance of solution can be achieved simply by restricting the range of options which the character of the evidence invites. 90 Streeter had already noted the danger of imposing an oversimplified solution on more complex data (Four Gospels, 229). 91 Above, nn. 53 and 54. small, individual units. 92 And the old suggestion of C. H. Dodd, that already in the pre-written Gospel stage we can detect what we might call a narrative-or kerygma-sequencing of tradition, 93 should be re-examined. 94 For the connectedness of the passion narrative still attests some such concern; as does the fact that Mark and Q both reflect a common intuition (practice?) of beginning their rehearsal of the Jesus tradition with John the Baptist; 95 just as elsewhere it seems to be 'taken-for-granted familiar' that a period of Jesus' mission in Capernaum preceded his return to Nazareth (Luke 4.23), and that the mission of the twelve was a consequence of time spent with Jesus (made explicit in Mark 3.14), and so on. Thus the sequencing of the centurion's servant after the collection of Jesus' teaching (Sermon on Mount/Plain), which provides a decisive argument for the inclusion of the centurion's servant in Q (Matt. 7.28; 8.5-13/Luke 7.1-10), may after all be better explained as a recurring feature of the various performances of the Jesus tradition in more than one community. 96 A fuller study of the Jesus tradition as oral tradition would also need to examine more closely what balance between stability and variation, between fixity and flexibility, was actually maintained, what it means to speak of the same tradition being maintained through the diversity of oral performance, how Jesus was actually remembered in and by those earliest disciple groups. I have attempted to press further in this direction in my study of Jesus Remembered. 97 In the present paper it has been a sufficient challenge to attempt to persuade you of the need to alter our inherited literary default setting which (in my judgement) has contorted the way we envisage the early transmission of the Jesus tradition.
Perhaps the point most to be emphasized in conclusion is that to recognize the character of the Jesus tradition as oral tradition is to recognize its character also as living tradition. The Jesus tradition was not at first a written text, to be read by individuals in the solitude of their studies, capable of fine literary analysis and redaction. It was not carried around like a sacred relic fixed in written form. It was living tradition; that is, lived-in-and-through tradition. It was not so much kept as used, not so much preserved as performed, not so much read as heard. To treat it as a lifeless artefact, suitable for clinical dissection, is to lose it. Its variability, the oral principle of 'variation within the same', is not a sign of degeneration or corruption. Rather, it puts us directly in touch with the tradition in its living character, as it was heard in the earliest Christian groups and churches, and can still be heard and responded to today.
In short, to alter the default setting is to refuse to treat the Jesus tradition first and only as a written text, and to insist on the importance of hearing it, of hearing it as it was heard in the beginning, but of hearing it also as a tradition which still lives and still demands response from its hearers as it did from the beginning.
